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CxIMINAL IýA% - EVMoaioîL EVIDENCE OP OTHER OBIlUNAL
AOT3 - ADMISSIEXLITY.

Rez v~. Bond (1906) 2 K.fl. 389 iq a case of con3iderable im.
portance, and gave rise to, iucli differenee of opinion. The de-

lk fendant was indieted for felonionsly using instruments on one
Jones for the purpose ci procuring a miscarriage. Evidence was
given by another woinan that the defendant had used instru-
ments on lier for the like purpose nine inonths before the aeit
laid in the indictinent, aud had then told lier that he had done
the sanie thing for dozeni. of girls. The Court for Crown Cases
Reserved (Lord Alveratone, C.J., and Kennedy, Darling, Bray,
Lawrence and Ridley, JJ.) held that the ovidence wu~ admissible
for the purpose of shewing that the aet of which the prisoner
was accused was flot innocent, but was doue with felonious in- -

tent. Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Ridley, J., however, dissented
f rom this conclusion, and considered the evidence inadmissible,
because prima facie there was no necessary connection between
the act eharged and the act alleged in the ev'.dence admitted,
and they conmidered that the fact that the evidenceý in question
xnight establish a systeni or eourse of conduct on the part of the
accused, which rnight lead to the inference that he had coin-
mitted the offence charged, wa8 flot ini their opinion sufficient
ground for adnîitting the evidence objected to.

SoLiciToB - CosTs - DELrvmay 0p ÀmENDED BmiL F011 LARGER
ÂMOTJNT - REFERENCE - SOLICITOES' ACT, 1843 (6 &~ 7
VIOT. 3. 73), s. 37-(R.S.O. o. 174, s. 37>.

Lurntdtent v. 8ipeote Land Co. (1906> 2 K.B. 483 was an ac-
tion by a solicitor to recover the amount of a bill ot eosts. It
appeared that the plaintiff had delivered a bill to the defendants,
and afterwards, on their refusing to pay it, and denying ail lia-
bility, had, without leave, delivered aà second bill fur the sanie
services, but for a larger ainount, which waa the bill sued on ýa
the action. The defendants, besides denying ail liability, also
contested the plaintiff's rîglit to deliver a second bill without the
leave of the Court. Ridley, J., who trîed the action, gave judg-
ment for the plaintiff for the amoeunt to be found due on tho tax-


